DEFINITION   OF   THE   BRAHMAN
world is a transformation of the Brahman. This shows that what
we ordinarily take as the causality or the creativity of the Brah-
man is really not what we generally understand by the terms.
Yet the idea of the Brahman cannot be dispensed with, if an
explanation of the world is to be given. If an ultimate principle of
the world is to be posited, it cannot be the Prakrti of the San-
khya, or the atom or TSvara of the Nyaya-Vaisesika. Prakrti is
non-sensient, and so cannot create sensient beings. The concep-
tion of the atoms is self-contradictory, as they are conceived to be
without dimensions; and it is understandable how such dimen-
sionless units can come together and produce the world of dimen-
sions. The Isvara of the Nyaya-Vaisesika is limited by the atoms,
etc.; and his creation of happy and miserable beings out of them
must be due to hatred and affection, which qualities render
Isvara a finite being like us.1 Hence the Brahman, which is con-
scious and is the only reality, is the sole cause of the world
Hatred and affection cannot be attributed to it, because the jiva
is the same as the Brahman and the Brahman cannot be said to
hate any jiva, who is itself. Yet its causality is not what popular
imagination pictures it to be, and ordinary understanding con-
ceives it to be. We have to say that it is the basic principle of our
explanation of the world. Yet we should not understand it as a
static principle like a geometrical concept. It must be much more
than a heuristic principle, as it must be the source of the world.
But we cannot understand what that more is with the help of the
concepts of creation, transformation, etc. That more is inexpli-
cable.
We are sure of at least one thing, namely, that the definition of
the Brahman is not epistemological. The question is raised how
the Brahman, who is nirguna or qualityless, can be the cause,
creator, etc., of the world; for to be a creator, cause, etc., are
attributes. The same difficulty was felt by Kant in applying the
categories of the phenomenal world to what lies beyond them.
But these qualities, says the advaitin, do not belong to the
essential nature of the Brahman, which does not really undergo
transformation in the creative process. Hence they are only
accidents or clues that direct our minds towards it. In the language
of the advaitin, creativity, etc., the marks or signs that guide us
towards the Brahman, are not its svarwpa or nature, but are only
tatastha or accidental. These marks do not express the Brahmaa's
* See 6ankaxa's Commentary on the Brahmasutms, II, 2, 37..
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